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REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING
Central washington University
ty 16, 1990
Presiding Officer:
Recording Secretary:

Beverly Heckart
Sue Tirotta

Meeting was called to order at 3:10 p.m.
ROLL CALL
Senators:
Visitors:

All Senators or their Alternates were present except Bundy, Caples,
Darda, Evans, Farkas, Roth and Sperry.
Don Schliesman, Tami Schrank, Clay Denman, Jimmie Applegate, Phil
Backlund and Jim Haskett.

CHANGES TO AGENDA
-Add to Communications:
1) 5/14/90 letter from Don Cummings and 2) 5/14 90 letter
from Clay Denman.
-Add to Reports: Jim Haskett, Director of Computer Services.
-Page 6: Delete "Motion #2" re. an addition to section 8.40 of the Faculty Code.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The following correction to the minutes of April 25, 1990 was noted and accepted:
-Page 2, Chair's Report, line 9 from bottom of report: change "College of Business
and Economics" to read "School of Business and Economics."
The minutes of April 25, 1990 were accepted with the correction noted above.
COMMUNICATIONS
Patr1ck McLaughlin reported the following correspondence:
-4/26/90 letter from Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate Studies, recommending
deletion of several courses from the Breadth requirements in the Genearl Education
Program.
See Curriculum Committee Report below.
-5/7/90 letter from Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate Studies, regarding a May 1,
1990 Undergraduate Council motion to limit the number of Physical Education activity
credits used toward graduation requirements; referred to Senate Academic Affairs ---~------
Committee.
-5/14/90 letter from Don Cummings, Dean of the College of Letters, Arts and Sciences,
praising the General Education Committee for its role in the transition from COM 110
to the infusion of speaking skills across the curriculum.
-5/14/90 letter from Clay Denman, Anthropology, opposing the proposed salary policy
(see Budget Committee Report below).
Distributed to Faculty Senate.
REPORTS
l.

CHAIR
-Chair Beverly Heckart reminded the Faculty Senate that a meeting concerning
freshman advising would be held on May 17 at 3:00 p.m. in BLACK 102.
-Jennifer Fisher will replace Arnie Norem as Senate representative from the
. Associated Students of Central/Board of Directors effective immediately.
-Chair Heckart announced that although Karen Boubel has withdrawn her application
for the position of Dean of the College of Letters, Arts and Sciences, Kols
Jayaweera and Sharon Zablotney are still candidates. Provost Robert Edington
plans to make a decision by the end of the week regarding filling this position.

2153

*MOTI ON NO. ~ Patrick McLaughlin moved and David Canzler seconded a motion to
elect Robert Benton to a 3-year term on the Council of Faculty Representatives
beginning with Fall 1990. Motion passed.
2.

COMPUTER USAGE FEES
Jim Haskett, Director of Computer Services, distributed a handout concerning
student computer use fees.
He explained that the student fee has been
$12/quarter since 1987 and is generating $45,000-$48,000 per year. The number of
Student Assistants has nearly doubled, from 24 in Spring 1987 to 47 in Spring
1990. There were three computer labs in 1987, and now there are eight. Services
have increased, but income has not changed to meet increasing needs.
Mr. Haskett added that all other Washington public schools have some sort of
computer use fee (e.g., WSU = $27/quarter; WWU = $25/quarter;. all but Central
have a laser printer fee).
He has consulted with the Academic Deans, the Budget
Advisory Committee, the Academic Computing and the ASCWU/BOD concerning support
for increased student fees, and he requested the Faculty Senate's opinion on
increasing fees.
(continued)
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COMPUTER USAGE FEES, continued
Senators asked for an explanation of why and where Local Area Network (LAN)
Managers are needed; what other campus users are charged for computer services;
what funding sources are currently available; how many students are served now
compared to three years ago; if a per-page charge system would be feasible; if
doubling the current fee would cover expenses.
Jim Haskett replied that LAN Managers are necessary to prevent significant
disruption of service; that limited chargebacks (e.g., Auxiliary Services) are
made to campus users; that funding is provided through a variety of sources
(e.g., Provost, Computer. Services, VP for Business Affairs, etc.); that the
overhead to run a per-page charge system makes this solution impractical; and
that doubling the current fee would still not cover expenses.
He stressed that
although approximately the same number. of students are using the labs as three
years ago, there seems to be more intense use of word-processing features for a
variety of classwork.
Jimmie Applegate, Dean of the School of Professional Studies, reminded the
Senate that he chaired the 1986 committee that originally explored computer usage
fees.
At that time the committee recommended that 1) use be limited or. 2) fees
be charged.
They recommended a higher. and more comprehensive fee structure of
$15/quarter with a $25/quarter charge for computer use in more than one course
per quarter.
Chair Heckart stated that Wayne Klemin, Chair of the Academic Computing
Committee, reports that the committee did not anticipate that students taking
coursewor.k would use the labs for. as many purposes as they apparently are.
In response to questions, Jim Haskett explained that very little money is
spent for supplies and equipment as opposed to staffing. Students expect labs to
operate 80 hours/week with qualified help available.
Student Assistants are
sometimes posted in labs as staff members with an academic duty, and some also
give lectures in the Computer Science Department.
A student visitor spoke in favor of increased fees and stated that the fees
arc a small price to pay for the services offered.
A Senator spoke in favor a
surcharge for. high-demand coursework.
Beverly Heckart asked for a straw vote of the Senate concerning the following
options:

1)
2)

no you support an increase in the Computer Lab Pee using the current fee
structure to $24/quarter? 15 yes (of 30 Senators present and voting)_;
Do you support an increase in the Computer Lab Fee using the current fee
structure to $18/quarter? 20 yes (of 30 Senators present and voting -i n cl ud es 15 who voted "yes" to $18/ quarter and includes 2 of the 3 Student
Senators)

3.

PRESIDENT
None

4.

ACADEMIC AFFAIRS COMMITTEE
None

5.

HUOGET COMMITTEE
Barry Donahue pointed out that th e current salary scale, the proposed salary
scale and a conyersion chart were printed in the agenda.
He explained that the
new s a lary policy ( facult y Co d e Section 8.40 -- Yearly Salary Adjustments) would
delete professional g ro wt h a nd would specify that a maximum of 20% of all
available funds could be designated for merit increases by the Board of Trustees
i n any year; the Faculty Senate could consent to the expenditure of more than 20%
for. merit.
In response to Senators' questions, he explained that for the past
three years only 55% of available funds have gone to scale adjustment, and the
new proposal would allow for 80% of funds to be used toward scale adjustment,
thus insuring that the scale keeps pace with inflation.
He added that the Budget
Committee has worked with the administ r ation all year to formulate this proposal,
and although the proposal has shortc o mings, the committee believes the proposed
system is more fair than the current one.
(continued)
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BUDGET COMMMITTEE, continued
t.:15ij
*MOTION NO. ~
Barry Donahue moved that the Faculty Senate approve the new
salary proposal consisting o£ the following parts:
l)
The salary schedule will consist o£ 30 steps with a bottom salary of $24,000
(Step l) for academic year , nine-month appointments. There will be a
constant 3 percent growth rate between steps on the schedule.
2)
The schedule will include three professorial ranks: Assistant Professor,
Associate Prof essor and Professor . The Instructor rank will be removed from
the salary schedule.
3)
The salary plan will retain promotion, scale adjustment, and merit
components.
There will be no professional growth category.
Funds available
for salary increases would be distributed according to the following scheme:
The entire salary schedule would be adjusted upward to reflect the
increase in the cost of living since the previous adjustment.
No more than
20% of appropriated salary funds should be allocated to merit unless the
Faculty Senate consents to the expenditure of more than 20% for merit.
4)
There will be ceilings for each of the three ranks . The ceiling for
Assistant Professors would be Step 13; for Associate Professors, Step 22; and
for Professors, Step 30.
Faculty members hired or promoted near or above the
ceiling for their rank would be eligible for four merit steps above the step
into which they ·\ltere hired or promoted, unless such movemen·t would exceed
Step 30 .
5)
After the initial conversion faculty members who move to a step near or above
the ceiling for their ranks are eligible to advance through merit four steps
above the one to which their salaries were converted.
The new salary schedule will become effective with the distribution of
the 6.4% salary increase scheduled for January l, 1991.
Several Senators questioned whether the current 10% or the proposed 20% of
available funds should be the maximum available for merit increases. Budget
Committee member Ken Harsha explained that since merit awards will be the only way
to move upward on the scale besides promotion, the 20% figure seemed more
appropriate . Others expressed the opinion that faculty should be able to progress
to the top of the salary scale on merit alone; there should be no salary ceiling
attached to ranks. Senators discussed whether or not it is reasonable to expect to
reach the top of the salary scale before retirement.
It was pointed out that those currently at step 36 would not benefit from the
proposal if they received a merit award and then took part in the scale
conversion. Chair Heckart assured the Senate that in such cases the course most
beneficial to the faculty member would be followed, with the conversion first and
then the award of merit.
Senators suggested that the proposal alleviates current problems for those on
the upper part of the scale but denies current advantages of professional growth
to those at the lower end of the scale. Budget Committee member Rex Wirth pointed
out that the current system alienates faculty , and the proposed system cannot in
itsel£ eliminate the possibility for abuses; he encouraged the adoption of a less
complex process for determining merit awards with clear, consistent criteria, and
~everal Senators strongly supported this.
The wisdom of deleting professional growth awards was explored. Barry Donahue
estimated that, under the current system, only 25% of the faculty would be
eligible for professional growth next year. A Senator pointed out that undue
importance has been attached to professional growth and merit in the past because
the salary scale hasn't kept up with the cost of living.
Former Budget Committee
Chair Phil Backlund, Communication , added that arbitrary criteria for professional
growth have been a problem in the past and stated that the proposed system would
be more fair to the most faculty.
The question was called, and Chair Heckart announced that she would not ca~
a vote in the case of a tie. Vote was immediately held on MOTION NO. 2747 .
MOTION NO. ~ passed (17 yes , 11 no , l abstention).
21-5~
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CODE COMMITTEE
27~~

*MOTION NO. ~ Nancy Lester moved that the Faculty Senate approve the following
Faculty Code changes to conform to the provisions of the new salary policy:
8.40 Yearly Salary Adjustments
The salary of a faculty member may be changed as a result of any one or a
combination of~ NM three ill types of action.
Subject to the
availability of funds during any biennium and to the mandates of the State
Legislature and/or the Governor, the following descending order of priority
for. the ;f,Q4t AM three ( 3) types of actions shall be observed as yearly
salary increases are considered, provided that normally up to #IV (/1,.0,.1 twenty
(20) percent of all available funds may be designated by the Board of
Trustees in any year for merit increases; the Faculty Senate may consent to
the expenditure of more than~~~~~~ twenty (20) percent for merit.
A.

Promotions in rank, provided that a faculty member promoted during any
given biennium shall receive at least the current minimum salary for the
new rank and a salary increase of two (2) steps on the salary scale;
provided further that if the promotion comes at a time of a scale
adjustment, the faculty member shall benefit from the scale adjustment.

B.

A scale adjustment, ,.W)'0,#1 ;fAt/ t-.)W ~of/ tMAI ~ M; defined as
sum or percentage which corresponds to the increase in the
~ of living (~ ~ measured £l the federal Consumer Price Index)
s nee the 1~~· t~ ft~~~~ IP l~fo ~ft~ftlt APPPJ~j~~ IP tft~X
~~
.
Ae AkMAW oW~ A M k.6kf. /ik.MI.

a specific

P.i.6t.MMI>MA IJ.tt>.Mil-J, .MM.tN ~ :!Jk il.MM.dk.d ~!J.ijl i/V rk~M..ULm .M.

#..64f.iv.

Merit increase.
Merit increases may be given in any step amount to
faculty members to reward them for outstanding service to the university.
Such merit increases, which are permanent , are separate from special
salary awards or adjustments identified elsewhere in this code, such as
in Sections 4.55 and 8.46.
[BT Motion 5932 , 9/20/85]
Faculty members
hired 2!. promoted ~ 2!. above the ceiling for their ~ ~ ellgible
for four merit steps above the step into which they ~ ~ £!:
promote.d .
Faculty members who participate in the c _o nverslon 19. the new
salary schedule in 1991 shall also be eligible to advance four steps on
the scale even though such advancement exceeds the ceiling for t he ir
rank.
No faculty member may receive ! salary exceeding the top step ~
the salary scale .
Motion passed (16 yes, 10 no, 3 abstentions).
* * *

~

* * * * *

27'>~

*

~

*MOTION NO. ~ Nancy Lester moved that The Faculty Senate approve the
following underlined addition to new Section 8.40C. (as passed in MOTION NO.
27'48 above) of the Faculty Code:
C.

Merit increase .
Faculty members receiving promotion are not eligible
to receive merit awards in the same year.

RATIONALE:

This has long been the custom, and it seems reasonable to codify
it.

z.,,IP
MOTlON NO.
7.

~

passe<i unanimously.

CURRICULUM COMMITTEE
April 26, 1990 letter from Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate Studies, to
Beverly Heckart, Chair, Faculty Senate:
"The General Education Committee has acted to recommend that several courses
be deleted from the list of Breadth courses.
During its March 27 meeting, the
Committee unanimously approved a motion to drop PSY 300 and 346.
This was done at
the request of the chair of Psychology, Dr. Tolin, who indicated the courses had
prerequisites and (are] probably not appropriate general education courses.
On
April 10, the Committee agreed to eliminate ETS 121 and 171 from the list.
The
courses have not been taught in at least the last fifteen quarters.
I support these recommendations and urge Faculty Senate approval of the
Committee's action."
(continued)

REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING
May 16, 1990
7.

Page 5

CURRICULUM COMMITTEE, continued
11~7

*~lOTION

NO. ~ Warren Street moved to delete PSY 300 (Research Methods in
Psychology), PSY 346 (Social Psychology), ETS 121 (Introduction to Black Studies)
and ETS 171 (Introduction to American Indian Studies) from the Breadth
requirements of the General Education Program.

Senators argued that elimination of the two Ethnic Studies (ETS) courses from
the General Education Program implies a lack of support for this area of the
curriculum. Warren Street explained that ETS 121 and ETS 171 are not currently
being funded and no longer appear in the catalog, so inclusion of them in the
General Education Program course roster is misleading for students. He also
pointed out that ETS 101 (Ethnic Awareness) is still included on the Breadth list,
and this year's General Education Committee has :stated its commitment to
strengthening the ethnic and environmental studies portions of the Program.
Motion No.

21'i7

~ passed.

t1Cil

* * *

* * * *

*

* *

*MOTION NO. ~ Warren Street moved approval of University Curriculum Committee
pages 1045 and 1046. Motion passed.
PAGE
1045
1046
1046
8.

MATH 553
ED 419
PSY 401

Course Addition
Course Addition
Course Addition

PERSONNEL COMMITTEE
Cha1r Heckart reported for Bill Vance that the Personnel Committee was charged
this year with reviewing the merit process. The Personnel Committee conducted a
review and survey of departments' role in the merit award process, and the Provost
set up a sub-group of the Academic Planning Group chaired by Dean Schliesman to
review the Deans' role in the merit award process.; Personnel Committee member
Libby Street, Psychology, acted as liaison between these two committees.
The chief flaw in the merit process at the Deans' level was found to be a lack
of consistency in criteria, decision-making procedures and recommendations. There
is a significant lack of specificity and direction in the merit process, and it
was found that merit is sometimes awarded for purposes other than those originally
intended.
The Personnel Committee submitted the following list of recommendations for
the department level and asked for comments:
1.

2.
3.

4.

5.

6.

MERIT PROCESS REVISION RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the faculty Code, sect1on 8.75B be modified to require
a specific departmental review either by a Personnel Committee or a committee
of the whole of merit candidates' Professional Records and other supporting
material. This review shall occur in addition to that conducted by the
department chair unless faculty hold an official election each year and vote
not to do a separate review.
Where the departmental faculty have established a Personnel Committee or a
committee of the whole it shall submit a separate, rank-ordered list to the
dean in addition to that submitted by the department chair.
It is-recommended that the Faculty Code, section 8.75B2, be revised to require
that chairs and Personnel Committees submit brief accomplishment summaries to
accompany the rank-ordered list of recommended faculty members submitted to
the deans.
These summaries shall clearly demonstrate the faculty members'
strengths in one of the two areas besides teaching effectiveness.
Whether handled administratively or by Code revision, departmental criteria
for merit should be printed and published on a regular basis. These should
advise departmental faculty members in detail of the criteria and respective
"weights" to be used in determining merit recommendations.
The period of time between award of merit and actual receipt of dollar
increases should be reduced.
If the salary increase will be effective in
January, then the merit selection process should be conducted no sooner than
the preceding October through December.
Those faculty members selected for merit by the Provost and whose names will
be presented to the President and Board of Trustees should be notified of
their selection by the Provost as quickly as possible after his receipt of the
deans' recommendations.

(continued)
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PERSON NEL COMM ITTEE , continued
MERI T PROCESS Rf.VISI ON RECOMMEN DATIONS , continued
7.
B.

The list of merit candidates approved by the Board of Trustees should be
published with brief profiles of each recipient's accomplishments toward the
merit recommendation.
Finally, the committee recommends that a special, ad hoc committee be
appointed next (1990-91) academic year to conduct a survey of other
universities' methods and procedures regarding merit to ascertain whether
there might be additional revisions made to improve Central's current process.

Senators expressed objections as follows:
Faculty should simply be recommended
A rank-ordered list causes alienation.
for merit and receive it.
Separate d e paE~mental criteria for merit would increase, rather than
decrease, W. ~onsistency across the institution.
University-wide criteria
are needed.
#7 -- The publication of the list contributes to low morale. The difficulty with
the lists published in the past was that the justification offered for the
award of merit was not really the reason t h e person received it.
Chair Heckart noted that merit process recomme ndations will appear again on
the May 30, 1990 Faculty Senate agenda.

#2

OLD BUSIN f. SS
None
NEW BUSINESS
None
ADJOURNMENT
Meett ng was adjourned at 5:00 p.m.

* * * * *

NEXT REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING:

May 30, 1990

* * * * *

FACULTY ,SENATE REGULAR MEETING
3:10p.m., Wednesday, May 16, 1990
SUB 204-205
I.

ROLL CALL

II.

CHANGES TO AGENDA

III.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES - April 25, 1990

IV.

COMMUNICATIONS
-4/26/90 letter from Don Shliesman, Dean of Undergraduate
Studies, recommending deletion of several courses from
the Breadth requirements in the General Education
Program.
See Curriculum Committee Report below.
-5/7/90 letter from Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate
Studies, re. 5/1/90 Undergraduate Council motion to
limit the number of Physical Education activity
courses; referred to Academic Affairs Committee.

V.

REPORTS

•

1.

Chair
-MOTION: To appoint Robert Benton to a 3 year term
on the Council of Faculty Representatives (CFR)
-Announcements

2.

President

3.

Academic Affairs Committee

4.

Budget Committee
-Salary Proposal (see attached motions)

5.

Code Committee
-Section 8.40 - Yearly Salary Adjustments (see
attached motions)

6.

Curriculum Committee
-ucc Pages 1045-1046
-Delete courses from General Education Program
Breadth requirements (see attached motion)

7.

Personnel Committee
-Merit Survey (report attached)

VI.

OLD BUSINESS

VII.

NEW BUSINESS

VIII.

ADJOURNMENT

* * * NEXT REGULAR FACULTY SENATE MEETING:

May 30, 1990 * * *
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BUDGET COMMITTEE
SALARY PROPOSAL: (see supporting charts attached to this
agenda)
MOTION: The Faculty Senate approves the new salary proposal
consisting of the following parts:
1)

The salary schedule will consist of 30 steps with a bottom
salary of $24,000 (Step 1) for academic year, nine-month
appointments. There will be a constant 3 percent growth
rate between steps on the schedule.

2)

The schedule will include three professorial ranks:
Assistant Professor, Associate Professor and Professor. The
Instructor rank will be removed from the salary schedule.

3)

The salary plan will retain promotion, scale adjustment, and
merit components. There will be no professional growth
category.
Funds available for salary increases would be
distributed according to the following scheme:
The entire salary schedule would be adjusted upward to
reflect the increase in the cost of living since the
previous adjustment.
No more than 20% of appropriated
salary funds should be allocated to merit unless the Faculty
Senate consents to the expenditure of more than 20% for
merit.

4)

There will be ceilings for each of the three ranks. The
ceiling for Assistant Professors would be Step 13; for
Associate Professors, Step 22; and for Professors, Step 30.
Faculty members hired or promoted near or above the ceiling
for their rank would be eligible for four merit steps above
the step into which they were hired or promoted, unless such
movement would exceed Step 30.

5)

After the initial conversion faculty members who move to a
step near or above the ceiling for their ranks ~re eligible
to advance through merit four steps above the one to which
their salaries were converted.
The new salary schedule will become effective with the
distribution of the 6.4% salary increase scheduled for
January 1, 1991.

•
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CURRICULUM COMMITTEE
4/26/90 letter from Don Schliesman, Dean of Undergraduate
Studies, to Beverly Heckart, Chair, Faculty Senate:
"The General Education Committee has acted to recommend that
several courses be deleted from the list of Breadth courses.
During its March 27 meeting, the Committee unanimously
approved a motion to drop PSY 300 and 346. This was done at
the request of the chair of Psychology, Dr. Tolin, who
indicated the courses had prerequisites and [are] probably
not appropriate general education courses. On April 10, the
Committee agreed to eliminate ETS 121 and 171 from the list.
The courses have not been taught in at least the last
fifteen quarters.
I support these recommendations and urge Faculty Senate
approval of the Committee's action."
MOTION:

Delete PSY 300 (Research Methods in Psychology),
PSY 346 (Social Psychology), ETS 121 (Introduction
to Black Studies) and ETS 171 (Introduction to
American Indian Studies) from the Breadth
requirements of the General Education Program.
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AGEN'
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CURRENT 9- MONTH SALARY SCALE

CURRENT 12-MONTH SALARY SCALE

CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
(Effective January 1, 1990)
FACULTY SALARY SCALE
(Revised 2/20/90)
Acadea tc
Rank

!!!2 __!!!.!.

SeatMonthly

CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY
(Effective January 1, 1990)
FACULTV SALARY SCALE
(Revised 2/20/90)

Hinieua Educational and
Professional Experience
Requ.ireaents

12-Honth
Rank

Instructor

IG
I•
IO
IV
IT
11
I

L

I 1
1 2
I 3
I 4
I 5
1 6

1

I_
Asshtant Pror .._s or
JG 1•11
I& IBII
IO J&IJ
IV IIII
IT ITII
• 11 1111
I 1111
__ I 1111
Associate Professor
IG I 1111
I& 1__ 1111
10 1•1 1111
IV 1&1 1111
IT 1&1 1111
__ II III IIII
Professor
IG I 111 1111
I& I 111 1111
IO I 1111111
I• 1 111 1111
IT 1__ 1111111
I• IMI IIIIIII
1 1&1 1111111
I J&t lltltll
I III IIIIIII
I ITIIIIIIII
1 1111111111
I ltllttllll
IHIIIIIIIIIII
J&lllllllllll
1• 11111111111
IIIIIIIII IIII
ITIIIIIII III I

1
~

9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

$16,386
16,929
17,489
18,068
18,662
19,281
19,917
20,576
21,257
21,959
22,663
23,386
24,134
24,883
25,654
26,450
27,269
28,088
28,931
29,799
30,692
31,614
32,529
33,472
34,444
35 , 443
36,469
37,527
38,578
39,600
40,767
41,910
43,084
44,289
45,531
46,759
48,023
49,318
50,650

I UlttUI I U.L~______R.Q!II._

Deceaber 1989
/k)>.. (V1S)

$ 910.33
940.50
971.61
1,003.78
1,036.78
1,011.11
1,106.50
1,143.11
1,180.94
1,219.94
1,259.06
1,299.22
1,340.78
1,382.39
1,425.22
1,469.44
1,514.94
1,560.44
1,607.28
1,655.50
1,705.11
1,756.33
1,807.17
1,859.56
1, 913.S6
1, 969.06
2, 026.06
2,084.83
2,143.22
2,200.00
2,264.83
2,328.33
2,393.56
2,460.50
2, 529.50
2, 597.72
2, 667.94
2, 739.89
2, 813.89
2, 889.89

Heaters Degree end 1 Jeer
of Professional Acadeaic Exp.
- or - Masters Degree Plus
30 Qtr. Credits end 0 Jeers

Instructor

!!!2 ---..!.!!!.
IG
I•
IO
IV
IT
I•

I
1
I
I
I
I

I I

Doctors Degree or -Equivalent
end 2 Years of Professional
Acadeaic Bxp.
- or - Hasters Degree plus
45 Qtr. Credits and 3 Years
of Professional Acadeaic l xp.
- or - Masters Degree and 5
Years Professional Aced. Exp.
Doctors Degree or Equivalent
and 6 Tears of Professional
Acadeaic Exp.
-or- Heaters Degree plua
45 Qtr. Credits end 8 Yeera
Professional Acedeaic Exe·
Doctors Degree or Equivalent
end 10 Jeers of Professional
Acedeaic lxp.

I I
Assistant Professor
IG 1"'1
11 1&11
IO 1111
JV IIII
IT ITII
II 1111
I 1111
__ I 1111
Associate Professor
fC I 111 1
I& 1__ 111 1
IO 1•11 11 1
IV 1&11111
IT 1•1111 1
__ II 1111111
Professor
IG I ITIIIII
I• I 1111111
IO I 1111111
I• I 1111111
IT 1__ 111 1111
I• IKi fll l ll l
I l•t l ll l ll l
I l&l l lt ltl l
I fii i ii i ii i
I ITi fll fll l
I llllll fll l
1__ 111 111 111 1
IKIIII III III I
IBIIII III III I
l11l11 l11 fll f
IIIIII fll lll f
ITIIII fll fll l
l11l11l1tltt l
Deceaber 1989
/I
(VIl2)

1
2
3

8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

$20,029
20,689
21,374
22,080
22,809
23,565
24,343
25,147
25,979
26,839
27,697
28,583
29,497
30,410
31,355
32,327
33,330
34,330
35,358
36,419
37,512
38,639
39,761
40,911
42,097
43,318
44,575
45,866
47,151
48,399
49,827
51,223
52,656
54,132
55,648
57,150
58,694
60,278
61,906

~Q

~3,577

4

5
6
1

SeaiHonthly
$ 834.54
862.04
890.58
920.00
950.38
981.88
· 1,014.29
1,047.79
1,082.46
1,118.29
1,154.04
1,190.96
1,229.04
1,267.08
1,306.46
1,346.96
1,388.75
1,430.42
1,473.25
1,517.46
1,563.00
1, 609.96
1,656.71
1,704.63
1,754.04
1,804.92
1,857.29
1,911.08
1,964.63
2,016.63
2,076.13
2,134.29
2,194.00
2,255.50
2,318.67
2,381.25
2,445.58
2,511.58
2,579 . 42
2,649.04

Hini aua Educational end
Professional lxperience
Require•ents
Masters Degree end 1 Tear
of Professional Acadeaic Exp.
- or - Hastera Degree Plus
30 Qtr. Credits and 0 Years

Doctors Degree or Equivalent
and 2 Years of Professional
Acade• ic Bxp.
- or - Masters Degree plus
45 Qtr. Credits and 3 Years
of Professional Acadeaic Bxp .
-or- Masters Degree and 5
Years Professional Aced. Bxp.
Doctors Degree or Equivalent
and 6 Years of Professional
Acade•ic Exp.
- or - Haste~• Dearee plus
45 Qtr. Credits and 8 Years
Profeu t onal A.cadealc B><p.
~c.tors Decree or Equivalen t
and 10 Years of Profe•stona1
Ac.adeeic Exp.
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CODE COMMITTEE
MOTIONS TO ACCOMPANY SALARY PROPOSAL:
MOTION #1:
8.40

The Faculty Senate approves the following Faculty Code changes to conform to
the provisions of the new salary policy:

Yearly Salary Adjustments
The salary of a faculty member may be changed as a result of any one or a
combination of t0~t l~¥ three (3) types of action. Subject to the availability of
funds during any biennium and to the mandates of the State Legislature and/or the
Governor, the following descending order of priority for the f¢~"1 f~Y three (3)
types of actions shall be observed as yearly salary increases are consldered-,-provided that normally up tot~~ fl~Y twentr (20) percent of a~l ~vailable funds
may be designated by the Board of Trustees 1n any year for mer1t 1ncreases1 the
Faculty Senate may consent to the expenditure of more than ~-~ fl~Y twenty (20)
percent for merit.
A.

Promotions in rank, provided that a faculty member'promoted during any
.given bien nTUm-shill receive at least the current minimum salary for the
new rank and a salary increase of two (2) steps on the salary scale1
provided further that if the promotion comes at a time of a scale
adjustment, the faculty member shall benefit from the scale adjustment.

B.

~scale adjustm~nt, ~~X¢~

f¢"1 ~~~ ~~~f~--; ~1 ~~~; ;-¢~~~~ ~- defined as a
spieTlTc sum o~ pere~ntage whi ch oorreslonds ~ the increase i n the ~ of
li'ving (!...:S:..L .!! measured ~ lli federa Consumer Pri ce Index)slnce the
last ad ~1.1s t!l'len t. 'Y.~ ;.ll.r!~r! Jt91 Jz'li~ ~;.¥F!v'/ F!.¢¢r)"ftf.'Jlrtri f(~ V'F!rtlt rtf/ff(jrf I 1~~

"Imtlil.i

~)'{i.it jiJfl

Pt0teiif¢";.t

~t¢wtKI

;.oA;.tfltlfl

¢,f $ ~i!t~JIIId~f

l ¢1

~ji¢~ '1~-'t/

~t0wt~/ ~f~ ~-y ~- •w•t~•~ -~~~~X¥'1

.

Krt

1~¢9iri~Kiz'K91rt

91,

Merit inc~ease . Merit increases may be given in any .step amount to faculty
membe rs to reward them for outstanding service to the university. Such
merit increases, which are permanent, are separate from special salary
awards or adjustments identified elsewhere in this code, such as in
Sections 4.55 and 8.46.
[BT Motion 5 932, 9/20/~5] Faculty members hired
~ promoted near 2£ above the ceiling for their ~ ~ eliglble for four
merit steps above ~ stfp1ii'to which ihey !!:!. hued ~ promoted. Fa9u1ty
memoers WhO partlClpate n the COOVera on to the ~ salary schedule .!_!!.
1991 shall also be elig.iETe to advance ·f our ~tepa £!!. the scale even though
such advancement exceeds the ceiling £or-the1r rank. No faculty member may
receiv.e a salary exce.ed~ng ·the top step on the sai"ary scale.

* * *
MOTION #2:

The Faculty Senate approves the following addition to 8.40 C(D) of the Faculty
Code:
Faculty memb.e.rs who ~ the qualifications for their ranks and hold tenure
track positions are ellgible fo.r merit.

RATIONALE:

This change would mandate the consideration of first-year faculty members for
merit.

* * *
MOTION #3:

The Faculty Senate approves the following underlined addition to Section 8.40
D(E) of the Faculty Code:
D.

RATIONALE:

Merit increase. Merit increases may be given in any step amount to faculty
members to reward them for outstanding service to the university. Such
merit increases, which are permanent, are separate from special salary
awards or adjustments identified elsewhere in this code, such as in
sections 4.55 and 8.46.
[BT Motion 5932 , 9/20/ 8 5) Faculty members
receiving promotion are not eligible to recei.v e merit awards .!_!!. the same
year.

This has long been the custom, and it seems reasonable to codify it.

.....
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PERSONNEL COMMITTEE

The following list of recommendations submitted by the Personnel Committee will be
discussed, and a straw vote will be taken on those points where concensus does not emerge.
MERIT PROCESS REVISION RECOMMENDATIONS

1.

It is recommended that the Faculty Code, section 8.75B be modified to reguire a
specific departmental review either~a Personnel Committee or a committee of the
whole of merit candidates' Professional Records and other supporting material. This
review shall occur in addition to that conducted by the department chair unless faculty
hold an official election each year and vote not to do a separate review.

2.

Where the departmental faculty have established a Personnel Committee or a committee of
the whole it shall submit a separate, rank-ordered list to the dean in addition to that
submitted by the department chair.
--

3.

It is recommended that the Faculty Code, section 8.75B2, be revised to require that
chairs and Personnel Committees sub~rief accomplishment summaries to accompany the
rank-ordered list of recommended faculty members submitted to the deans. These
summaries shall clearly demonstrate the faculty members' strengths in one of the two
areas besides teaching effectiveness.

4.

Whether handled administratively or by Code revision, departmental criteria for merit
should be printed and published on a regular basis. These should advise departmental
faculty members in detail of the criteria and respective "weights" to be used in
de termining merit recommendation•.

5.

The period of time between award of merit and actual recei.pt of dollar increases should
be reduced. If the salary increase will be effective in January, then the merit
;' selection process should be conducted no sooner than the preceding October through
December.

1

6.

Those faculty members . selected for merit by the Provost and whose names will be
presented to the President and Board of Trustees should be notified of their selection
by the Provost as quickly as possible after his receipt of the deans' recommendations.

7.

The list of merit candidates approved by the Board of Trustees should be published with
brief profiles of each recipient's accomplishments toward the merit recommendation.

8.

Finally, the committee recommends that a special, ad hoc committee be appointed next
(1990-91) academic year to conduct a survey of other universities' methods and
procedures regarding merit to ascertain whether there might be additional revisions
made to improve Central's current process.

ROLL CALL 1989-90

FACULTY SENATE MEETING OF

May 16, 1990

V: Jay BACHRACH

_ _ _ Peter BURKHOLDER

~Ethan

- - - David GEE
- - - Ed GOLDEN
- - - Carol CARROTHERS

BERGMAN

____ Larry BUNDY

----Minerva CAPLES
---- Frank CIOFFI

~

David CANZLER

(/John CLARK

----f'.it,~;J

Qe9tHU8BR

v-:· Barry

---Clint
---Betty

VANCE

_ _ _ Gary GALBRAITH

V::Ken CORY

----David

- - -Bill

DARDA

- - -John

DONAHUE

_ _ _ George TOWN

DUNCAN

........-:Walt EM KEN
____ Richard LEINAWEAVER

EVANS

----Steven FARKAS
- - -Ken GAMON
---- Donald GARRITY
,/Ken HAMMOND
~Beverly

CARR

HECKART

- - - Don

RINGE

~Stephen

HINTHORNE

V: Robert EDINGTON
- - -Morris UEBELACKER
_ _ _ Larry LOWTHER

~Don HENDRIXSON

----Stephen

JEFFERIES

v :-Nancy LESTER

/

_.oot~

----

RHh\Roel.J\nce. AJt+\-.e~

Kelton KNIGHT

.(. William SCHMIDT

,~eresa MARTIN
'?charles McGEHEE

-----Wells MciNELLY
~

Patrick McLAUGHLIN

~Deborah

~nie
V

MEDLAR

NORBM

TQJ)n'lter rishQj{_

Gary PARSON

V::John PICKETT
~Owen

PRATZ

~Connie ROBERTS

- - - Eric

ROTH

____Stephen SMITH

- - -Willard

SPERRY

v--warren STREET
v=Alan TAYLOR
~Randall

WALLACE

v-Rex WIRTH

~rman
~~m

WOLFORD

YOUNGBLOOD

~imothy

YOUNG

----Charles

v

HAWKINS

Don WISE

----Patrick

OWENS

- - - - Dick WASSON
_ _ _ George KESLING

- - -Andrew SPENCER
---- Kenneth MERRELL
v:Ken HARSHA

----Hal
t,....:-:

OTT

Richard MACK

---- Robert

MITCHELL

____Max ZWANZIGER
____ Roger GARRETT

---- jack

MCPHERSON

- - -Robert

J~COBS
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Central
Washington
University

DqJartmc nt of ;\ntllropo kJg\·
ilnd Museum
Anthropo l o gy -Soc iolo~y

1:3uildii1,R
Ellensburg, Wash ingto n D89 2ti
(509) 963-3201

Monday, May 14, 1990
Chair, The Faculty Senate
Central Washington University
Campus
Dear Chairperson,
This is an official communication to the Chair of the Faculty Senate and is not
to be treated as was my last letter of January 22, 1990 which was not officially
e ntered on the floor of the Senate under Communications.
In reference to the proposed motions on salaries presented in the Agenda for the
May 16th meeting of the Senate, I wish to voice a strong protest.
Since I was a member of the Senate several years back, it has been apparent that
the salary revisions proposed by the Budget Committee have been designed primarily
to justify higher salaries for newly hired staff in privileged disciplines. This
is being done at the expense of older, long-term faculty. It is also being done
at the expense of the faculty in the core disciplines of this University, and
threatens the quality of the sciences, humanities, social sciences, mathematics,
and languages.
While the new scales give the illusion of salary increases, in fact the relative
position of each present faculty member is reduced: Those of us who have spent
our academic years climbing up the salary steps now find ourselves pushed back
in time with not enough years remaining to climb back up to the top before
retirement. Full Professors now at the top of the scale will be at only 90% of
where they were; those at 85% will be pushed back to 73%; and Associate Professors
who were once at 43% will find themselves at only 17%!
If the Senate finds that faculty are underpaid, then it would seem a reasonable
move to underscore that with the State Legislature. But this new proposal is
designed to circumvent that and rig a scale that is designed to attract new
employees with the illusion that they will be moving into a system with a high
pay scale in their future. This is expedient and dishonest, as well as discriminatory
toward present older faculty who are approaching retirement. It simply goes to
demonstrate that the present Senate is not a FACULTY senate!
For many, many years it has been noted by almost every faction and segment of this
University that the so-called merit system is unsatisfactory and that it is the
cause of the morale malaise that this faculty has labored under for at least as many
years as I have been here (26).
In short, it is unfairly administered, partially
because there are no standards to administer. Several years ago the President
proposed some standards, but merit continued to be given for inane accomplishments
like attending department meetings while people who wrote scholarly articles and books

Faculty Senate
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went unrecognized.
Two years ago the Senate Personnel Committee made five proposals for
revisions of the system and YOU (The Senate) refused to consider any of them!
Now you
1re to make a new salary scale and propose to incorporate into it an undefined merit
~ystem which is built around the same flaws and lacks the same safeguards for fairness
that have plagued all those systems that have prevailed in the past. As in the past,
this is an example of the irresponsible manner in which the Senate operates.
But enough of this. It is time for action.
If you pass these discriminatory proposals, there are several actions that you will have
taken against you:
l. PUBLICITY, PUBLICITY, PUBLICITY, PUBLICITY, PUBLICITY, PUBLICITY, PUBLICITY, PUBLICITY, 1
2. A formal review under Section 3.45 of the Faculty Code.
3. Complaint to the Washington State Human Rights Commission for age discrimination.

4. Class action

lawsuit against both the Senate and the University by affected faculty.

5. Appeals to both the Senate and the House Standing Committees on Higher Education.
(They may be interested in your scheme to fund top levels of an illusory salary
scale instead of using appropriations for cost-of-living adjustments as the Legislature usually intends)

6. MORE PUBLICITY.
Faculty have been all too quiet in the last few years and have allowed their status and
compensation to be eroded by both the administration and faculty representatives alike.
The Nicholson affair demonstrates the degree to which conditions have deteriorated as a
sult of our own complacency. But now, under that apparent indifference, lies the
pressures for eruption. Hopefully, for the sake of the integrity of the University, that
eruption will be focused on the issues. The usual attempts to defuse will likely result
in a diffused eruption that will surely weaken the educational mission of the University.
If this happens, the Senate must bear as much of the responsibility for allowing this
to happen as must the Administration.
In conclusion and to summarize: Your proposed salary scale is a product of special interests
within the faculty and does not serve the interests of the faculty as a whole. ,If you
choose to pass this new scale, then fairness and equity requires you to move existing
faculty to the same percentage point in the new scale that matches their position on the
old scale. (For example, I am now on step 34 at 85% of the scale. I will insist on
remaining at 85% of any scale you propose. Therefore I must be moved to 85% of the new
scale or step 25.
If you think the $5,000 raise in salary is too much, then reduce the
dollar amounts of the new scale so that step 25 on the new scale matches the dollar amount
of step 34 on the old scale. If you push me and other faculty down the scale, you're
going to see a lawsuit by me and other faculty for sure!
And since there is no other communication with the faculty (including Senate) at this
University other than letters to the Daily Record, I request that you make copies of this
letter available to a11 Senators for the May 16 meeting.

on c. Denman
Professor of Anthropology
cc

Central
Washington
University

Office of the Dean
College of Leiters. Arts and Sciences
Ellensburg, Washington 98926
(509) 963-1858

May 14, 1990
Dr. Beverly Heckart
Chair, Faculty senate

c.w.u.

Dear Beverly:
I've been working out some of the details required to make the
transition from Comm 110 to the infusion of speaking skills
across the curriculum. And it occurred to me that I owed a kind
of debt to the General Education Committee. They were very
cooperative with me, supporting the across-the-curriculum
proposal and the English 102 infusion. It strikes me that that
whole transaction was a good instance of faculty committee,
Faculty Senate, dean, and departments working together. Much of
that success is due to the way the General Education Committee
handled their end of things, and it seems to me to be something
worth pointing out.

____

~....._

w. cummings
Interim Dean
cc: Dr. Rob Lapen

Central
Washington
University

l)(·<•n ol

l.'n<l<:'rgr<·ldual<~

Sludies

l3ouillon 207 I
Ellensburg. Washinglon 98926
(509) 963-1403

April 26, 1990

Beverly Heckart
Chair, Faculty Senate
Central Washington University
Campus
Dear Dr. Heckart:
The General Education Committee has acted to recommend
that several courses be deleted from the list of Breadth
courses.
During its March 27 meeting, the Committee
unanimously approved a motion to drop PSY 300 and 346.
This was done at the request of the chair of Psychology,
Dr. Tolin, who indicated the courses had prerequisites and
probably · not appropriate general education courses.
On
April 10, the Committee agreed to eliminate ETS 121 and 171
from the list.
The courses have not been taught in at
least the last fifteen quarters.
I
support these recommendations and
Senate approval of the Committee's action.

;;:a::

urge

Faculty

Donald Y.. Schliesman
Dean of Undergraduate Studies

DMS: rd
b:46

Central
Washington
University

Dean of Umiergre:H lualc Sludics

Bouillon 207 I
Ellensburg. W<1shing1on 9892(i
(509) 963-1403

May 7, 1990
Dr. Beverly Heckart
Chair, Faculty Senate
Central Washington University
Campus
Dear Dr. Heckart:
For some time the Undergraduate Council has been considering a
proposal to limit the number of physical education activity course
credits which would be allowed toward meeting bachelor's degree
requirements. A related second proposal suggests that those courses
be graded S/U, rather than letter grade. The Council met twice with
representatives of the Department of Health, Physical Education and
Leisure Services.
During its
following motion:

meeting

of

May

1,

the

Council

approved

the

"Limit the number of physical education activity
courses, exclusive of varsity athletics, which
may be counted as part of the 180 credits
required for graduation with a baccalaureate to a
maximum of six (6) credits."
The main reason for this action was the Council members'
belief that it is inappropriate to have a large number of credits
earned in physical education activities allowed toward meeting
degree requirements. They believe that students should be directed
into more academic courses, even for the elective portion of their
degree study.
Based on a random survey of the academic records of
about 1400 seniors, 11% of the native students and 4.8% of the
transfer students earned in excess of six credits in activity
courses.
I support the Council's motion and urge the Faculty Senate to
approve placing a limit of six on the number of physical education
activity credits allowed toward meeting degree
requirements,
effective with the 1991-93 catalog.
Sincerely,

dfw

Donald M. Schliesma
Dean of Undergraduate Studies

DMS:rd
c:

Professor c. King
Professor J. Gregor

A Single Question Related to Increasing the Computer Lab Fee
May 16, 1990
History:
Spring

1987

Spring

1990

Fee:

$12/0uarter

$12/Quarter

Income:

$45K - $48K per year

$45K - $4BK per year

Student Assistants:

24

47

Labs:
Apple (Black)
IBM (S/S 221)
DECmate (S/S 219)

Apple (Black)
IBM {SIS 221)
DECmate (S/S 219)
Library (Lib 305)
C_omputer Science T A's
I&ET CAD/CAM (Hogue 21 0)
I&ET Lab (Hebeler)
Unique 386 (S/S-Hebeler)

Other State of Washington Public Schools:
All have ~ sort of fee. WSU ($27) and WWU ($25)
All but CWU have a laser printer fee

Shortage:
90-91:
Hebeler 203 (Unique 386) $20,000
New IBM grant $?
LAN Manager (386, IBM grant, campus) $54K
91-93:
Hebeler 203 (Unique 386)
New IBM grant
LAN Manager
L&L Mac Lab
Two new SIS labs

·'
'•

Options:
Fund from some source not now identified
Shut down Hebeler 203 (Unique 386)
Don't accept the IBM grant lab.
Reduce other lab hours. (Would identify with ACC).
No LAN in Hebeler 203 (Unique 386), IBM grant lab, and campus.
Increase Computer Lab Fee

Reviewers:

ot;i

..~'

Academic Deans
Budget Advisory Committee
Academic Computing Committee
Associated Students of Central Washington University
Faculty Senate
???

Question on One of the Options:
Do you support an increase in the Computer Lab Fee using the current fee structure?
(Use $12, $18, $24 per quarter for starters).

··~

?

;,

~.......u

March 1, 1990
CURRICULUM PROPOSALS APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE AND FORWARDED TO THE SENATE
MATHEMATICS
COURSE ADDITION
MATH 553. Intuitive Geometry for Teachers of Grades 4-8 (3).
Prerequisite, one year of teaching experience.

(_

1045

April 5, 1990
CURRICULUM PROPOSALS APPROVED BY THE UNIVERSITY
CURRICULUM COMMITTEE AND FORWARDED TO THE SENATE

1046

EDUCATION
COURSE ADDITION
ED 419. Storytelling Techniques (3). Storytelling in the integrated
curriculum. Students become familiar with a variety of stories and
demonstrate the ability to tell stories.

PSYCHOLOGY
COURSE ADDITION
PSY 401. Psychology of Sport (4). Prerequisite, PSY 101. Current
theory and research on sports psychology; application of psychological
interventions in sports and fitness.

